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- The State’ Department officially confirmed yesterday 
that a U.S.-Soviet “underetanding” was reached in pri- 
vate talks that is designed to bar the use of Cuba as a 
Soviet nuclear submarine -base. , 

.‘This "understanding” the Nixon administration be- 
lieves, also precludes the Soviet Union from helping 
- • 


Cuba to construct a base that 
the Russians might use for 
ffpnsiW ’weapons^* said 
^taie Be'parlmeSl' spokesman 
Robert* J. McCloskey. 

In return, the United States 
has assured the Soviet Union 
that it has no intention to “in- 
vade or- intervene” in Cu^a, 
McClbakey said. J v • ^ 

Sovi)^ vessels still in the 
Cuban harbor of Cienfuegos 
wUl continue to be “surveyed 
carefully” hy U.S. reconnais- 
sance, saM McCloskey. These 
vessels, -other officials have 
said, include a submarine 
tender and tug and two barges 
that could repair and service 
nuclear submarines. 

When ask^ if these Soviet 
vessels’ presence constitutes 
“a Violation of the understand- 
ing,” Mc^oskiey replied: “My 
judgment would be that .it 
does not, but it requires 
careful and close scrutiny, 
which it is getting.” 
r‘ These statements provided 
the. first on-the-record official 
account of any details , of the 
durxant “understanding” *■ be- 
tween the Nixon administra- 
tion and the. Soviet Union bn 

Cuba. , ’ ‘ 

It remains to be seen wheth- 
er the . Soviet Union agrees 
with the U S. public interpre- 
•Ution of the “understanding.” 
which expands upon a pre- 
vious “understanding” dating 
from the 1962 crisis during 
the Kennedy administration 
over Soviet land-based mis- 
siles in Cuba. , - 

oh Sept. 25 the White House 
sounded a public alarm about 
the possible establishment of 
a forward base for Soviet nu- 
clear missile submarines in 
Cuba. The administration 
originally had hoped the prob- 
lem would be resolved with 
the issuance of a statement by 
the Soviet news agency, Tass, 
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on Oct. 13, after secret UJ5.- 
Soviet talks. , 

In that statement, Tass smd 
that “the Soviet Union has hot 
built, and is not building its 
military base on Cuba and is 
not doing anything that would 
contradict the understanding 
reached between the govern- 
ments of the 'U.S.S.R.^and the 
United States in 1962.” 

See BASE, A14, Col. 7 - 
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■/ ’base, From A1 ;• 

But Tass emphasized Sovifet 
right under, tatemational law 
for Russians^ vessels to '‘enter 
ports of foreign states, includ- 
ing ports of the Republic of 
Cuba, on official visits and 
business calls / . i” 

Some skeptics, inside and 
Outslde'tho government, Ques- 
tioned the actual scope of the 
dtoavowsl, however, noting the 
Soviet ' ref frence to ''Its” hose 
end - Soviet' ' reliteratlon that 
there are no '.'Soviet'' military 
bases overseas anywhere, , 

' one reoeon for' yestMday’s 
statement was 'to eesm. as 
McCloskey put it, that "There 
Is no difference of view with*. 
In the edmlnUtratlon on this 
subject." But it also appeared 
that -a larger purpow 
pin down the ^'unaerstendlng" 
on the public record, and help 
enforce compliance wm in, 
McCloskey said, '"This sd< 
ministration is confident -.that 
In light of public •tg'Mmento 
that hove been mede shd' Which 
have. been referred to, there is 
an understanding between the 
twd governroentli" . , " -!?% . 

Be hoknowledged thet "there 
Is ’ no document of irecoroi,.ln 
writing, affirming .this itite- 
ment”, but said " ‘'there have 
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been-' contacte on* this subject 
in the present context.” When 
asked .if there were five, secret 
exchanges, as r^orted by the 
Los Angeles Times, McCloskey 
replied:''“I can’t confiim * or 
deny reports of ; that mumber 
of meetings.” ’ ' v 

State_ Department officials 
said the'^United States received 
WhAt can he described as as- 
•urAnow In these ;!private «x-' 

chanm. . . « 

AlMd to define the “dnder- 

S n|l,” McCloskey replied, 

, If the question is, ’Does 
mean t^at the United 
will not invade oftln- 
4n..Cuba*r,.,the answer 
IVe' no plans for invad- 
lM'Cuba.’^.^ ^ ^ ' 

♦ “On the other leg of -it,” he 
contlnuodf *Boa^ this mean 
that tha Soviet cannot t* intro- 
duce offensive weapons and 
conatruct bases for such wea- 
pons?* The answer is yes.” 
Whan asked if it is the U.S. 
“b6llof“ that the 'understand- 
ing ‘’precludes Soviet help to 
y the Cuban government in esta- 
bllahlnii a base which the So- 
vieUimiaht be able to use for 
offenalvo weapons” : McClos- 
koy also replied “yes.” 

Until last Friday,.it had been 
the State Department’s offi- 
cial position, since .1962,^ that 
there was no “understanding^’ 
binding ’on the United States 
from Cuban missile crisis 
of that , year, because the So- 
rift Union, and. Cuba, never 
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complied with the U.S. call 
for “on-site” inspection of So: 
viet land missiles, removed from 
Cuba. In fact, the United States 
had -abided by the “understand- 
ing” anyhow, by discouraging 
attempts to mount a Cuban in-^ 
vasion from this country. 

McC 1 0 s k e y • acknowledged 
yesterday that the U*S. on-site* 
inspection requirement for ful-s 
fitment of the original “under* 
standing^ became, in effect,, 
a dead issue because the re- 
moval of the ^Soviet mlssUes 
was observed at sea.vMcClo- 
skey laid “we do that/ noW^ 
(inspect) and have done it 
since then by our own surveil- 
lance” 

He also said that Cuba was ,, 
not a participant in the recent 
private meetings between the 
United States. and the Soviet 
Union. I . - ’* . 






